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ABSTRACT '

A study was conducted to test the hypothesis that the
¢ mass media act as agents of social control by varying the coverage of
: political groups-in_ relation.to how deviant they perce1ve the groups
to be. Editors from the 100 largest daily newspapers in the United
-States were asked to rate 1l political ‘groups on four scales thought
to;measure political deviance. Fifty-seven responded. Media treatment
‘ was determined through content analys1s of 604 articles <in 7 major '
. * newspapers over a l-year period. The vast majorxty of the art1c1es
were from the "New York Times." Content was analyzed based on two
N dimension: prominence and character. Prominence included the length
-+ of. the artxcle“ its position in the newspaper, and .the position of |
the group in the article. Chara ter was based on four legitimacy L
criteria: evaluation, validjty, viability, and stability. ‘Results
1nd;sated some support for e theory that the media act as -agents of
social - stab111ty, hoWever, a d1rect causal relationship between a
journalist's perception of a\group s deviance and the kjind of article
' he or she will wr1te about th group cannot be assumed.' (JL)
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-vCr1t1cs of the U.S. mass-media (such as Miliband: 19695y - . .o
: \” . & ", . . . .

. 1 -
-~ . .
[y - .

G1t11n,.i980 Lauderdale -and- Estep, 1980' Paletz and Entman,
'..‘ * < ? 'K‘ v ..
e \°"J/V , [T e . . . L.
1981 fagd Gané 197Q) have suggested that -the: medla'act asiagents»- . ¢

“of° soc1a1 éoﬁtxol > They do not, siggest that the medla prevent the

;
. .‘o. oot “ Ve

publlcatlon Qf new and dlfferent 1deas, but rather that the medla N

-

vary the1r coverage of polltlcal grOups accordlng to how dlfferent C .

]

the groups are from the status quo. ﬁ. o T, |
. Mlllband (1969) says that -views whleh do not” somehdw support ) . o -
1 4 . .
the polltlcal consensus are brought into’ 1deolog1cal 11ne by . - A *
rid}culing':hem aﬁ_"i{rele;ant ehcentricities which serious and ’ .

- .

reasonablé people may dismiss as of wo consequence."

Gitlin (1980) degcribes hoy the press covered the 1960's ° o f

left-wi gcstudeﬁt moveﬁent, Students for a Democratic Soéiety.

v

What the{ media did, says Gitlin, was to distort the SDS movement " .0
"in such 3¢ way as,to seem nof so much dangerous as’ incoherent,

. T e ' ) '

. gsenseless, and . . . absurd." ' s ' ;

' Paletz and Entman (1981)-contend that the media cover various

political groups in "drastically and dtamatically different" ways, %

3 L . a

-
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. " Lauderdale and Estep (1980) suggest that the media may be

¢ unwitting ‘agents of social control,,nathef than purposive

guardians of centrist ideology. They imply that "distortions" in

- .

. the media about political groups may be caused by stipuli outside

»

-, c
] of the media and that the distortions are then '"used -by social -

control agencies of the society." . ’ ’ .
: . .
4 v . o 4 ot

. ’ LN -

v W9 . ‘. c. 3 B . Y
‘- . Gans (1979), however, sees "moderatism' d&s an, enduring value

" AU

' [ . = [ .
. c . A .
of the news. Moderatism discourages excess or extremism. 'Groups -, -.
. B - N . - . " . f
o " ’ ‘ .

e " " which exhibit what

- i
.

is seen as extreme behavior are cziticiZed in
t S : . RS .
i the news through. pejorative adjectives or 'a satirical’ tone." But

- - o . s - « . . \
T " Gans also sees the media's role in social’ control as being more .

\
M ! N .

subtle and possibly not very effective. He defines '"social -

. contaf}“'as preventing or discouraging '"people from acting and

- ‘
. . . ~ !

speaking in ways disapbroved of by holders af powg}." The tedia .

. act as agents of social control to the extent that they warn *~ ' . .
.S

. .

. against disorder and carry the messages of -"official controllers."

This control may be ineffective, says Gans, to the extept that
» . . : - N .
.people distrust the news media. . . - N

-8 s’
. - -

Alinsky ({97L) says that "all goc1et1es_dlsc0urqgg‘ané ' .

¢

[E————

penalize ideas and writings that threaten the rulingwégétys quo’" . -
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THE THEORY

The mass media are hypothesized to act as agents of sogial

R ~

contro& by varying their coverage of political groups:in relation
N >

"to how deviant they perceive the groups to be: The more deviant a

.poli;ical\group.is perceived as being, the more newspeople will

. ridicule it. The theory-predicts that media coverage of dewiant

>

-groups will refléct the flact’ .that the media do not take these

groups seriously and that the media do Mot treat deviant groups .a€

legitimate political contenders. The group's opportunities to

P - ' . . i
reaclr its goals are decreaseé: and a possible threat to the status

’

<

quo 1s removed,

. 4 .
Figure 1 recasts this theoretical statement as a simple

-

. . ./ .
causal chain model. The media are very 1lmpodrtant 1n this” model,

-
1

since the media transmit their perception of a group's deviance to

the electorate. ¢y K
- A . < . .

- People are capable of making their own judgments\aﬁout a

.
-

roup's deviance, of course, but most people do not have direct
g P 3 s -

ekperience with most political groups. -Wgat they kmow—about

e , . ’ ‘ -~ e ., ‘. .
political” groups comes primarily through the media. So the

idurﬁalist's perception of a group's deviance is very important-

° v *

" The first: part of this model is largely a specialized
. w Y e v .
* restatement of Westley and MacLean's (1957) gatekeeper model, but

" the extended model goes beyond ‘Westley and MacLean to consjder

. .

-~ -

- societal effects of the.gatekeeping function:

L)

R
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Deviance

- -
'

¢ l. - * - ‘ - - ' \. . - »
Moscovici (19809 says that g minority is by definition

. deviant, but it is probably more.;mefui to think'of deviance as

¢

expressing more about a grbup than its size.

. °

norms. (

—~
has been defined..

normative odne:_

rules or horms.

2

e

Society determines who or what is deviant.

Iﬁ“general,

»implies Being different from, or, in some cases, the breaking of

Cae . o \ .
Wells (1978:196-197) outlines three ways in which’ deviance

Iy

.o ,
The conventional approach for many Years was a -

.

. . . . .
that behavior is deviant when it breaks social

N

deviance.

‘Then

.

the labeling perspective challenged this normative definition.

3

~

b

because someene else calls it deviant.

- N

+

Labeliné advocates believe,that a group is deviant when and, .
- ] . ‘ N "

-

; Finally, behavior is -

consc10usly deviant to the extent that a person or grOup is aware

‘

' that what he is doing is in some sense wrong or d1sapproved.

N\ &
Lauderdale1(1980) says that political dev1ants challenég the ’

‘

.
a

. '
"1eg1t1macy of rules, laws, or norms because of~some commltment to
. < o .

-

a higher or, at least,

- »
-

a
b

differenb moral -ordery™ while "apolitical”

~
+

deVLan s try to circumvent the accepted legltlmate polltlcal order

-

. for personal_galns.

Ccalls pol%ticalAdeviance "noncdrfofmity”

‘m
-

cr1me. -,
. .

o =

P B

Laudexdale and Estep (19809 say ‘that the mass med1a are .’
A

B a

Merton (1968) draws a similar parallel
f

but,

and,apolntlcal devrance

.

< N A B
el <
[and PN N7

~ Tt e

. lmportant in determlnhng whether group members are deflned as

7
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x\ééfepted as ~legitimate, p

- - '—
being protestors or as -devijants..
e oo - .

- © .
»

that-definition will be ctucial.

.

s%&a Walton (1973).

"inefﬁeﬁ;ual,

theory of "a decisi®n-maker who -actively-violated the moral *and
. =

-
-

legal codes of society." -

’

v P -

What is the pdlitical norm ,in the‘Unite& States?

N -

If the gr
R
olitical -actors, then media acceptance of

-

~

‘Former theories o

-

7

-

»

\ .
oup members wagt to.be

,

.

@

o

. s L - b .
.,Deviants challenge the ;morms in a purposive and active .way,,

f political deviants as
~ .,

\
.

»
Centrist

-

ﬁolit;cs,~represented by the’Republican and Democratic parties.™

[y

:

v ‘

What is "being different" from the U.é= political .norm? Beiﬁg a

.

noncentrist ppliticalpgnaup::a_pblifiqal group that lies away from
. L]

. o}

ot

o

the center of the ideological political spectrum, e

-
Jleft or to the right.

- . =

b

ither to the

N

P
2

w\“
<

-

-
.

A4 [y
'l

~

stigmatized" individuals have to give way to a.new . ‘

Most researchers talk aboyt deviance as if it is dichotopous, =

butsit seems more reasonable to look at deviance as a continuous
L3

variable. Then ®e ca¥ look f‘qr degrees of deviance. Thls is

consistent with the European concept of ‘the political spécﬂ?ﬁm is

D

J - . ¢
a continLous scale extending from the extreme left to the extreme

right. It is dlso consistent with the American tradition of

-~

~
=

0

-+
’

‘

~

identifying political groups s béing‘arrayed on this'spectfum.

7-point ideolo;icél spectrum: 1eft-wing\%adicals; left-leaning

R .

Gans (1979) suggests that journalists array,.groups on a

-

-

liberals, liberals; moderates, conservatives, ultra-conservatives,

s
. . e

right-wing -extremists.,
. » o

N
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N .
The Democradtic and Republican parties are generally viewed as

v .

. N : 4 ‘ - - - - -
centrist groups, while vafious "third" parties usually find their -

support further away from the polisical center, bot“ to the'éT;:?"

and to the left of the cerfrist groups.

ok
There are other kinds

political groups than formal )
. ¢ . . ' ' ?
polit}c?l parties, of, course, Although elected offices are almost
. .
always held by representatives of one St another political party,

‘most legislaiion and many election outcomes are influenced by

tobbyists from a myriad of political groups which have specific
’ 1 .

legislative ihte;ests. In fact, there 1is probaHl§ more

opportunity for variance in the degree of ﬁolitical‘deviance among

’

nonparty political.groups than among political parties.

[N -

Political parties are‘constrained by the need to sway a large

number of voters if they are to

legislative lobbyists, however,

the luxury of -their principles,

win elected positions. As

Iy

E

other political groups can

no matter Row removed they

afford

,are-

) politic§1 groups. ' It 1is these gtoups that spread out toward the

~

from the ruling party's norms. They must only persua&e a small

number of overworked, underinformed legislators—-législa&orSVQ:;y

4

often depend on the special imterest '"experts'" to give them th

EIRY

relevant "facts" about legislationm, »

Thus it is not surprising that nonparty political gra&%s have
. ' . /-
proliferated in.the two-party dominated Unifed States.. /fThe
;
structure of the'political §ystem.i€ two-paft'y ,politics, but the

determination of outcomes is often® dependent on special~-interest

v

*




~ [l - \]

edges of the political spectrum as they represent their ofgen
. ~ ’
.small but vocal constituencies.

» e .
«

' Many researchers. (such as Korﬁbefg: Mishler, 'and Smith, 1975;

Coveyon and Piereson;‘l977;.Stok§s, 1963; Weisberg and Rusk; 1§70;
Brown ‘and Taylor, 1973; and Levitin-and'ﬁiller, 1973) have
challenged the Hgtellingrnowns model of locating political '

-

concepts only along a one-dimensional space (Downs, 1957;
¢ : .
,Hoéelking, 1929), gederally ﬁaken to be the liberal-conservative

-
L}

or left-right continuum.

.
- -

The consensus is that.most people probably use more than one

a . - . v »

* dimension when éompgping p?litical eptities, but researchers
disagreé on_what the multiple dimensions might be ana.on:how the
traditional liberal-conservative qimension relates to the others.

Kornberg,‘Mishler: and Smith (1975) believe that '"the mofe

knowledgeable dud‘yuliiﬁ?ﬁ%%y " the

LRIC

.

P

&

- —

cn?h{:rioated'individuals are',
more frequently they order ‘entities in a left-right fashion,

cohsistent with Stokes 11963) contention.

e

politically unsophisticated people may not understand the concepts

"liberal" and "conservat%ve" and may use dimensions based on

s

e LR —

N

iess educated -and A .

specific issues in addition .to or in place of the left-right

scale.

'

may change widely over ttme. He~su§gests economic and social v
N -

> ]
welfare policy as possible dimensions.

.

. .
. =

)
Lt

-4

~

.

.

Stokes (1963) says- that the dimensions’ used by individuals
‘%
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Kornberg, Mishler, .and Smith (1975) concluded that “two

~ i .

dimensions -contribute to candidate evaluation: a léff-right .

. . . o . N

dimeansion and a party identification or government power

) ' . - - .
. . . \ .

dimepsion.

4 © .

~ .

- .. 4
In most cdsgs, the difensions suggested seem to be _bound to

v - v
. -

4

R

" left-right scaless- R ! B

the specific. time, place, and political entities studied.

-
-

Therefore, while there is.general agreement’ that the traditional

\ 2 \‘ 8 - -

left-right liberal-conservative dimension- is inadequaté for use as
v N . .

a uniyergal and sufficieng measure of political concepts, no one
\.,¢‘ - .y o .
g&s yet found either a unidimensional replacement or a second or

. N ‘ -

- -

{hééﬂ universal dimension which could add sufficiency to the
’ - . *2.‘. .« . - ’ . *

. ~ -

1f-Stokes, {1963) is right, then finding two or ‘three

dniversal dime;;Eo;é ﬁay bé‘impossib}e. ?e;h;és political

dimébsions will élways be pecuiiﬁr'té th; strucgp;al variables

defininé the poiitiéal situatign.‘ The Eéunt%&, tﬁé'economy, the
- . e . .

time, the type of political entity, and a myriad of other

;ariables could afﬁé:t tﬁq'salience of-various diménsionsi_‘

A
L4
)
.
.

-

The Media's Role

«

Who decides where a group should be placed on the political .

spectrum? In théory,'EVery individual prdbably accegses a -

.

personal political spectrum or other political deviance scale.
A N ;

4

.




. When he encounters a political group, he rates the group on the ’,
. . B b <

4 . . R ~ -

- L4 . . . DY
- a e - .

. scale(s). N .
‘In practice, howg’ﬁr, few'people directly encounter political
> Ne “~ N

.
~

+groups. Most of the 'information ‘they have about political groups Tooa
. . . . . —

: / comés from the mass media. (Paletz and tntman,‘l981) What” most
/ .~ . N oY C . .

' : . v . . .
L . " people kndw abéui thg Ku Klux Klan they hHave learned from the. . .
v : .- ' N ( . . [ “
* .. ,,med1a,~no; from'personal experiences with the Klan, If people ™~ -

) ‘ -
) ' rate the KKK on an 1deolog1ca1 scale w1th0ut hav1ng dlrect conbact ., °

° A

I
. -~ thh the KKK, then théy ‘are not’ maklng an 1ndependent Judgment. |
. . - . e
They are*fhting the KKK based on thé gma es they received of {he .
. 3 AN . ‘ \ ‘/,. ‘: 3 . . y
’ .Y Klan--images..that were transmitted by the media or, perhaps, via . |
1] . l' .

- 1 .

. .+ . interpersonal communicatiop. N . e . -

. o . . - _— " ) . :
. This makes the journalist's perception of the Klan very . .

. ‘ . A . .
oo . . . 3 - A .

important. Labeling theorists say that a group will be definé® as

‘peing deviant if someone iabels it as” deviant, not because of any

~

~ ?nherept quneséé; (Wells, 1978) So it is pgsséble that

’ ', 1 - jourqalists &?i.c;;afe deviqpf'groups by the waﬁé in wﬂigh they . .

treat fhe’groups: The labeif'jdﬂrnalisé;';pﬁly to politicél'

" - :: 'gf;ups and the extent’ to whlch the’gr;ups are covered in the mass.
. . )

. . —

~ ¢ media’hill:affect the reader's perception of the group§a . -
' - ’ - , .

A\ c L,
Cobb and Elder (1972) say that information manipulatfon is— N

J power. If the media control the information communicated to the

! PR electorate about pélitical groups, then the media have power over
- . N . ) i .
- the eléctorate. This i§ not the same th}ng as persuasion
[ N . ., . . ¥ |
(although if the media have the .powér to persuade voters, then

b N . .

-
1

' .-, . - ’ ﬁ ) '_. ) v ow
\)“ ’ /. - > . . ¢ [} . ‘ .
FRIC -~ o« b . S et N

P - ‘ . .
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H . '
. \ . ' .

- i , . : . . - .
3 : y
tQ they also have power over voters), since no overt attempt t;)".th'e . .
2 . - . . ‘o N . ’ ' . N ) . S .
.. media to, influence vo?rs‘ is+required for a power relationship to .

-~ < * -
. . -
I

. o ‘exist. ° R , / “q . - D
"Lipsky (1970) concurs, stating that the‘ "media are cabable of . ‘ )

. . . - N

) FREN , denying the existence of acts and movements of.prote'st throub .
. . , ~ i v  J

.- . selective inattentien. Or- through-seiéctive emphasm., they can

.Y
' . :’\ - v " ' A t

. -, derogate the SLgmflcance« of protest by. cancature or bias. o ' , P
Co Shoemaker (1982) showed that d1ffer1ng medla coverage ‘of . ! ..

» .-

. . polltlcal ’grbups can* affem: the reader s perceptlon of the grOup s , . 5‘
‘. I . . - :- ' . s o
. ' : legltlmacy, whl,ch Cobb apﬂ Elder (1972) .say 1is a prerequlsn:e for N

-
. . N ae? .

’ T v < e A
- N ) successful part1c1pat10n it the polu.lgal system. Shoemaket .found ¢ )
. :‘ 6 Lo . N . ~ .
o that the media can affect ‘€0ur amensmns of polltlcal legftlmacy
: . . R\ ..
e : ( (3valuat1_on, legallty v1ab111ty, ‘and stabxhty) in dlfferent ' D e
N | Y 0*, .. e o
uays. " ST N .
. N . 1 » '} PRV . . ) .
. ‘ . ) . . , ~ . ‘5, C e ) 4
RN ' qultlcal gr}\p‘&"recognize the termédlaty rolé of the’ ‘mass . LTl
‘e . , . < Ve . N Pl ‘..\ N \ L
v . meda.a in reac,hmg g langar public. Cobb axld Elder (1972) d1$Cus‘§ Le Y \ L
- <o W ~ ) hY . ¢ - . ~. M !
-~ N five str'ateg1e§~ g;'Oup‘s,use to_get support_: .arousal, provogatlon,
T - . ., % . - AN . S .=, ) . ) s, . .
v dissuasion,” demonstration of strength of commitment, and el R
~t Y . A ‘e . ' N 7 L R . .
v . M . . s . & > __—’_’_,_’\_'- —— * ‘... -
— . 7 . affirfiattony ) . : . < ? :
- "y 3

. ) . oL ~~' \5,'-4 . ) e

“.- 4 -~

to its succ%&’:, .the media may,’ view the group w1th susglcmn. As g~

- v . .

Gans (1979) puts: it, polll’.lcal ldgologl.sts are: suspeét but. so 1y

-
. . . . o " . P
h - . 4 .

2 are completely unprincipled polltlcz.ans. ’ NN . . . .
. . ’ - - hd . ] . . . . v ':‘ -.~ R : Q' :‘ ) 7~ . - Y .
. ,The conssraknts of media deadlines often stop the joufnalist \ .o
- 3 . . L) . o, -
S .o \ R :
. e . S * 5. P . . . -~ - . . . &
short of reaching ultimate truth,®which Kimball *(1987) says is the g e
o . . . N
(- : - ,
rd B
. . R e .
° 4 ' - V‘o t \ ! .
Q ) rs > i o . . ) .
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Tare w
i

o .
journalist's goal. A number of researchers have considered the

constraints put oanOuYnélists by newsgathering structures such as
deadlines, news beats, news ‘conventions (i.e., objectivity,

~

authoritative sources, inverted pyramid riting styles), and .the

.

. . journalists' fole conceptions. (Goldenberg, 1975; Tuchman, 1973
Sigal, 1973; Gans, 1979; Schudson, 1978; and Kimball, 1967)
ot But if ultimate truth €annot alwais‘ﬁe reached,:journalists

. validate their methods by consensus with other journalists. _The

. journalistic concept of“"objectivity" is closely tied.to

. ' _ - R B
journalistic routines and rules for newsgatherlng methods.
A

' It was not unt11 after the propagandlsts of WOrld War 1

~

. showéd how "facts" c0uld be manlpulated-that journalists began

. draw1ng a sharp distiaction between facts and values. (Schudson, -

-~
Kl ~

-~

o *; e “*‘1978) Journallsts began replac1ng "a 51mple falth in facts with

* ~v an alleg%pnce to rules and proceduresscreated for a world in whlch

even facts were in questlon. "This was- obgectlvxty)'" A news

~
e 5 T -~ .~

»
report was considered obJectlve if it followed rules establlshed

bt ~

Kl
-~ ~
kY ~

o * Schudson (L978$:outlines three criticisms of objectivigynas,)
e , .. : o nt e
the final arb1trator of falrness. 1) Journallsts do noc“conSLder

~ t s

the political assumptlons on which tH%lr storlés test.'ftheir liﬁe

t
B 2
« ., ‘o

N . styles and polltlcal valueg-will affect what is .seen- as belng

) il
. objective and- what is reported. (2) The form‘of news stdfﬁes

o
& SR ,,;»;.

— N PN

- biases what-is reported toward the observable and unambxgﬂous#

v

-

SR facts and aday from processess €onflict Ls emphaSLZEd \amf‘

. . .a - . N o . i .
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“whereas social movements and reformers hold issue orientations
. 4

12

o’
Y

>

P, ¥ 'L . Ce ' e .
existing power structures are reinforced becauSe journalists favor
N T . '

institutions, that are 'best able to stage pseudo-events. Powerful

institutions like government ¢an control &nd manipulate events,

. N [}

. i N
" that are ignored unless they too gain the power to stage events.

(3) "The process of news gathering itself constructs an image of
’ . - ‘&:"’-‘J ) o ¢
reality whch‘:elnforces official viewpoints." JounQalists can
9
»
K . - -
become "mere stenographers for 'the official tramscript of social
) « . . . -

. o .
The effect is that, as Sigal (1973) puts it, "newsmaking’'is a

reality."

consensual .process" which tgkes pl within "a context of shared
- P >Lagg

Et

-

valueg." jhis context of -shared values does not refer to the

v
r

pérsonal political views of j0urnalists; says Sigal, but rather to
. . ’
"attitudes widely shared ah‘rg ri%orters and editors in the news

community, attitudes which might properly be called the
t ¢

journal i&f s creed, ordideology.”

Flegel and Chaffee (1971) found that reporters feel their
articles are influenced more by their own opinions than by

t

opinions of editors, readers, or advertisers; however,, they

¢laimed that they didn't put a lot of’emphasis on their own

>

. ,
opinions, rating them as having gnly pinor influence on articles.

-

. Paletz and, Entman.(1981) define the journalist's concept ‘of
professionalism as "a set of internalized norms that guide dnd
S ‘ ‘

. strugture the local reporters' stories.”

These norms, they say,

help reinforce the-legitimacy of the status quo.

.

B 2
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roles as politic3l reporters.

: ST | P
. According to Gans (19797? journalists often make a conscious
. \ "

s apart from their

3

effort to keep their personagl poligical view

In the media he studied, only a
s \

minority of jogrnalists admitted to havipg conscious political

«*

' . LT, < . . .
values, a functional omission when having political values in

9

conflict with the publis@er could mean the loss of a job.

N

Gansealso believés that the news media, especially the
. . 3 ~ .

national media, recruit people with no particular politiéal .

values. This is not to say that value judgments do not enter the

2

° . .

news,, however. To the céntrary, as Gans points out, values in the:

news are n;t preferencg)gtatemeéts, but r;ther assumptions built
into journalistic structures aboutgrealigy. o"Wh;en journalisté )
must decide whét ;s new, they must also make assumptioné abbug
what is old and thgrefové no.loﬁge;‘ne;sworthy; when they report

.what -is wrong ot abnormal, they must also decide what is normal."

Journalists may stil} defend their articles as objeetive if

3

they do not intend any particular consequence ‘or, effect. {Gans, |,

1979) Journalists have some freedom to reach evaluative *°

.

S

’ . ‘ .
congluSLOns as lbzg as they consciously exclude personal values.
"Journalistic valles aré‘segn as reactgqns to the news rather than

a priori judgments which determine what becomes newsworthy."
I'd . -

w

Laudérdale and Estep (1980) call attention to two dimensions

of "media distortion or manipulation in reporting an.event": the
v N . .

amount of coverage given an eveht and the characterizatien of the

event. These indicators influence both the perception of a group

-
. s ’
- - .

~ , 5 .-
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'd
. mov ement .

14

va

-

as "protest" or as '"deviant" -and also the probabletsuccess of the
¢ 0/’ " ‘ -
-

v

-

N

v

\

Gans (1959) says that values in the news may’hpt be so easy
. . A

tq discern; researchers must-learn to '"read between e lines" to

discover what activities are reported or ignored and how they are

descrigzsf\\gif a news story, deals with activities which are

generally consi&é{sd'undesi%aple and whose descriptions cbntain
oo . ~ - )
negative connotations, then the story implicitlx expresses a value

about what is_desirable."\\Muéh news, says Gans, is about the
. ! 1

.

violation of values. @

u
)

Editors, says Gans, know how to."soften'" a reporter's copy to

alter harsh judgments. "By softening, reactionary politicians

“ become ''conservatives,"

and lobbyists are sometimes described as
13 .

9 : : .
"advocates." Editors rarely "harden" judgments. o

n
.
- *

Hypotheses ) N
’ . . %

- . . :

The theory holds that t¢he mass media cover deviant political
-4 . -
groups differently than they do centrist poaitical groups and that

-

the effééfﬂof this differing coverage is to decrease the .

2

legitimacy of the group, .thereby decreasing the group's

opportunities te reach its goals and removing threats to the |

. S
status quo. S N
- .

-

&
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Shoemaker' (1982) tested one part of this theory.

. v

experimentally, She manipulated media coverage of political

3

- » I .

groups by writing fake‘news stories *about fake (but apparently
credible) splinter pdlitical parties and 'by having them set in

type 50fa§ to appear to have been taken from real newspapers. The §

articles were presented to subjects’ as ra;domly selgs&ed newspaper
artickes which appeared just before the 1980 presidential

. i N
election. ' v
Factor analysis of the data revealed four dimensions of
- / -
legitimacy: evaluation, legality, viability, and stability. There

was a main effect of media treatment on each dimension, and all

“dimensions but stability showed an interaction betwe%@wmedia' .
» N . }‘ L]

) treatment and whether the political group was represented as being
left~ or right-wing.
s . i .
The experiments showed that legitimacy is not a homogeneous

~y

variable. Legitimacy astualiy.contains a number of different
o .

dimensions, all of whieéh do not react in the same way to

Ve

experimental manipulation. ' The mass media can affect all four of
.Y

y me— s s

these dimen310ns, although appatehtly in different ways .

. A

What the experiments di& not show, of course, is whether and

’ . T B

" to what extent these positiWe and negative treatments occur in the

°

real world of newspapers and television. ~ Since only a-content

. o
analysis can do that, the next test of the theory included a

., content analysis of newspaper articles™ treatment.of some real
. ‘

i
"t

deviant political groups. It also seemed appropfia;e‘to look "at
- ~ 3 .

A LTS s AMAR T cmamoan et tA-




the group. Ié the medi
. different ways, ﬁhen'th
vary according to the'ée
Fhe priﬁarf‘hypothe
linear, negétive relatio

-~ group and the deéree to ¥
éértray it as being legid
‘1e§s legitimate the groug

5

A second hypothesié

theory predicts that th
iance of the gfoup.

is tested was tgét there|would be a

ship between the deviance\of a political
ﬁich new;pager articles abqut the group
imate. The more deviant the group, the

will be portrayed as being. . ‘

Y -
tested the contention (offered’ Stokes,

’

1963; and by;§pranrg, M'sbler; and Smith, 1975) that politically

- sophisticated ah#-knowled eable people order groups in a.

5

14

3

¢

left-right fashion. Sin¢e the respondents in this study are news

and.ppfitich éditors of large daily newspapers, we should be able

to assume thap
sophist catéd.

spectrlim ought

gl
B

&

they are, knowledgeable and pol1t1ca11y - N
, g

Therefdre, the llberal-conservatlve political

!
to predlct just as well as a multldlmen31onal

.

METHODOLOGY

e

aa—-—

_The dependent variable was media treatment, as shown thrgagh

[}

a content” analysis.. The independent variable was the deviance of

“¢




- .
]
- .

%xhe different political groups, as rated by news and po1}tical
. . editors. The unit of anaf&sis was the political grbup—fboth'the
overall media‘freatment of. a group during a L2—month period .

% P ¢ . . .
(dependent variable) and the editors' rating of a group on several
~ ’ J [

scales (independent variable).l
Eleven polhticai groups wg&&\felectedqfor study, on the
]

assumption that -they varied in deviance. The groups included:

League of Women Voters, Sierra Clhb, Common Cause, National

Association for the Advancement of Colored People, National

Organization for Women, National RiFle Association, Moral

“ Majoriir, Jewish Defense League, Communist party, Ku Klux Klan,

g % and the Nazis. A

¢ - 7 ' - v
Déviance was measured by asking news and political editors

from the 100 largest .U.S. daily’ néwspgpers (as rated by Editor & °

Publishér'Yearbook 1981) to place the various groups on four

’

%5 scales which were thought to measure political deviance. The

§urvey,was sent to the political 'editor if the newspaper had one,

-

otherwise to the news editor. These large daily newspapers were
selected because their editors were more likely to have direct

. ) experience wfth_the political greups being studied and were also .,
- ‘ % JI
more likely to have news holes big enough to have actually carried

N

-

articles about the :groups. Political.editors and news editors

were selected also because of ‘their.supposed exposure to and

experience with covering political groups.

2 0

- . (I .

.
;o
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MR .., . " The first deviance scale used was a political spectrum, « .
s . ° . 1,0 . .o “ ' . N
, ' similar to Gans', with these values: left-wing @%dica[, very
liberal, liberal, moderate, conservative, very conservative, and

- . <o
. . . -

right-wing radical. For the analysis; the scale was '"folded,"” so ‘

-
¥

. that it became a four-point ideological scale ranging from

-~ . . <

1 R . . . . )
. centrist (the moderate position) to very deviant (the left- or

right-wing radical positions). This, recoding yielded a scale . > -

» .

S which measured the distance of the group from the center of the .
. ’ ' poriticél spectrum by removing differences due to the sige of the

\ b - a - ’
. political spectrum on which the group lies. Although the.groups Sy
. . » 3 "
being tested are from.both sides of the spectrum, the theory does

not predict-that right-wing groups would be treated any

y N 14 \
. * df¥ferently than left-wing groups.
vi.  geldcting other measures of deviance to form a

. . .

- ‘multidimensional index was not easy. Stokes (1963) says that the

. ,

dimensions used by individuals may change widely over time. - - .
Dimensions used by other researchers seem to be bound to the
spectfic time, place, and political ‘entities studied.

" The structural variables present in this study suggest that
M ) ’ * 4‘ ) - - - i
* three measures of deviance might be’ relevant in addition to the .
K - P 2 .
folded iéeolqgical scale: v

. 3 <t .

(1) Similarity to most Americans. The ,survey question used
. ?

e

-~

. was:. "Some groups and individwals hokd.Qieﬁs which are a lot like
S - . )

. .

- - . the views held -by the majority of Americang, while others hold~

-

very diffe;enfvviews. Circle the category which you think best ’ .

- ERIC . . S A
Y T . - e Lt . . . .
.

K. . . .
: ol M P ’




A Y IS
* . . o & Ry
. ’ YT < Ve K '
. . , £ ¢ R
» . N - I3 I3
[y ‘ - ¢ .
B ’ 19
. - ; M . . < ~
e - : oty R
° .describes fiow c¢lose these groups are to the way most "Americans .
e . LS -
: e . - R S :
. think. Possible responses included: very similarito most « - . ¢
. . ' ~

P > .

Americans, somewhat similar to most Americans, somewhat dissimila

pd * ’ ‘ - - ) —' N . . . 4 . - ' ‘
L] . - to most Americans, and very dissimilar to most‘ Ame¥icans.
. 4 v N hd ks ~
s C 4 (2) Amount of ‘change advocated. The.survey asked the |, .8 ‘
: . o7 o * - /o
\ following: ' "Some groups and individuals like traditional values .

- PR . .

and wdnt things to remain much the same aé they are now, whilq .

‘e o \ . 5 - . .
g . - others would like to -see changes made. Circlé the category which

‘best desdribes your impreésion of how much change these groups are

v

{. advocating." Possible responsés’included; happy with things the
. ‘ ’ . > " ;
+way they are nowi some changes should take place, quite 4 few

. L/ ' . .

A -

- ‘ . - . . . .
S changes are needed, and extreme changes are~jeeded.

> ..

°

y ‘\{3).qu close the editor felt to the group. The quest fon -

was: "Circle the category which reflects‘how close. you féel to~

' . the ideas and actions of each of -these groups." Possible

~ v » . .
- . . i , ]
responses included: very close, quite close, :somewhat ¢lose, ang :

. E — . . “ o '
not ‘at all close. . Lo

AR ’ v,

. These dimensions have the, advantage of being broad; using s

specific issue dimepsions didn't seem appropriate considering the
=5 _ ° . .

- 3 1 ol ‘
: wide variety of gé%ups the editors were asked to compare. While .
. , X .

~ I -

. » it may be pgssible to meaningfylly rate the .Sierra Cliub o;;an .
A ' . ‘. ce o
N

* _ environmental issue, such a rating for the Ku Klux Klan is - -
probably meaningless. . - e T Lo )

. . . ) . ~ e . 4

- : i :;_ft.shguld be apparent that only perceptions of deviance were ° . .

} “~ ’ oo . o
,. heasured, Whether these pergeptiqés accyrately reflect some real .o )

. - ’ \ N ., . .' . K T t. i~
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3
cr

CotT, .
; e ® % . 3
' definition of dev1ance is ope -Jecturse. Lébellng theor1sts

-«
. P

would probably say that for an edltox (and" supposedly, his d

. . -
. newspaper) to call a gronp~deV1ant\}§/é'0‘ ré%‘ér that group, ' '

~ ” ‘ .

I

Ll
N

.deviant. V¥
. Since the hypotheses under consldérat)on @?ed’mt a q ’ kS <

relatlonshlp between the deviance. of a group and a.,,newSpapgr s
. 'Y “ 5.
A treatment of that group it seems only reasonaBle, *to \se.the

.
. -
N

. o

editors’' ratings of deviance as the prediétqo‘,rn This. is Fikely to
‘

<

<
be a better predlctor of media treatment than acher measure
s : .
- 3

. -~ . . - .

S . o7 Two of the newspapers lncluded 1n the study had’ ceased
. c
publ¥cation by February 1982. of the remaini"ng 98 editors, 57

. 5y e N

L retutned the questionnaire in time to be incléidéd in the analysis,
[Y . *

- - . v N R
a 60 percent return. . - , ' ~
‘ \

.Media treatment was measured by a content analysis.
8 .. ’ 7.

- . . o -

~ L .
: something of a 'problem, since local budget cuts were limiting
4 -~ v
bd , 2t ‘ N e -
factors in getting access to newspaper 1ndexes and to m.1.crof11med
e d

—~—

/\ . copies of newspapers. Several indexes and -s&;veral'newspapers just

s
-

wete not available. - 03‘;’ ’
. N & £ ’ .

A»lZ-.\onth time frax’ne was selected" for ,@'r;alysis. For ‘various

® +
reasons haVLng/malnly ‘to do with access to 1ndexes and m1crof11msﬁ )

A n

K
the analysis was performed for the July 1 1980 to June 30 1981%

. A t,

time period for seven newspapers—-the Atlanta Constltutlon,

.
» - . .
(Y N -

1
—Q
@)

."'g

s
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$
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: - » I .t
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Establishing the sampling frame for the q@_t:ent;_anal;;sis_was-,———a——\_;_
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- i . . -
> ' . . . -
C . . . . . .
- . Chicago Tribune)} Christian Science Monitor, Los Angeles Times, New
'e. « rs :
. . , €,

York Times, San Francisco Chronicle, and the Washingto& Post.

A New York Times' Infd Bank computer search of the 11 deviant g
’ e

groups in°the 7 newspapeys‘yielqed a list of 538 news and -feature

.3

¢

»

articles dedling with each group in the 12-month period-
. ’ [

* . - .
(Editorials, commentary, letterswto the editor, and advertisements 5 L
- -

H

were Rot included.). Slnce some artlcles mentioned more-’ than one

+

* of thngprggitical-grqups, the sampling frame became a'total of
604 articlesﬁ(COunting each time one of the 11 groups was. ) :/

mentioned in an article "as -one article).

. . « . ®

'ERIC

RN A 1 70 providod by ERIC
a

. . the New York Tlmes, but probény not of the other newspapers. ’

It soon became‘obvigus”that the vast majority of the'agticles

<
pa—

4 "in the sampling frame were from the New York.Times.. Table 'l shows

>

. »
the breakdown of art1cles Eer neWSpaper. This cannot reflect the '

true number of articles abOut the 11 pol1t1ca1 groups pub11shed in
- ".\.L}' 3

these seven newspapers. ‘While the New York Times Info Bank states -

-

that it indexes all article's on its subject-topics in these

- -

o newspapers, it seems clear that it is actually indexing all or .
o4 -

» . . P

nearly all of the New York Times gnd some of the,ether newspapers. ,

. . The problem was nodt one of, waiting'?tr updating of the index, ~ A
*since more thag, six months had.pdssed since the last date

. _ 4 w
searched, and there were articles from all of the newspapers -0
o ) - . . N

e Pl

~ throughout the 12-month period. _ ’ %

e .ot

1]

¥

o

. The regult is that the contept analysis is representiflve of

M

This 1s-a threat to external validity.
. M Y - - )

" .
.
. 4 o 3 o
. ~ : 1

> - ¢ ’ L

7 ) »
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* ¢ A random sample of.articles dqali%g with each group was drawn

from the comﬁutef list. At least™10 articles weré/saﬁpled from

_each g}oup, and at least 20 percent of the articles were included

in the samplé:' The purpose was to .ensure both that there. were a

-

sufficient number of articles about a group to be reliably

B -

- o . ’
analyzed and that the sample was large- enough to bezyepresentative

of the popylation of articles.

A weighting system which would return the saﬁple proportions

to those of the population was cansidered but rejected, since the
. d v §

~

unit of analysis is the mean media cgyerage.for a group, and means

are not affected by ‘weighting. Table z»showgffhe numbers of

articles in both the: sample and population for each political

c

»

group.

12

»

-~

'

\

.

3

The 'cotent analysis was based on two overall dimensions of
media treatment+-prominence ‘and character--consistent with .

- Lauderdale and Estep's (1980) analysis of bicentennial protest.

’
-

Prominence was measufed by three indicators:

>

(1) length of °

the article,'(2) position of the article-within EE; newspaper, "and

(3) the.position of the group within the article. Length was

measured in stapdafdi;ed column inches and included headlines,
L

text, and photografii; Article position was coded as being on the ..
<y
1 [ . ' .
/ * . . .
front. page of section“one, the front page of another section, or
p . . : . -
in another location. Group position was coded as the group being
discussed..throughout the article, -only in the first half of the
. -~ . ‘ -
article, or'.only in the last half of the article.

4+
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Article character was Hased on’the four legitipacy

dimensions-—evaluatioy}\lsga ity,.viabirity,*and stability~--and

,
t - -

could alternately ge called 'media portrayal of ‘group legitimacy."
The measurement scheme was.adapted from Osgood's (1959) a7

. | ' .

. description of quluanion';ssertion_énalysfé. "In "legitimacy

assertion analysis," the articles were translated‘into a segies of

I3
.

evaluation words and phrases, legality assertions, viability
‘ o
Pl !

assertions, and stability assertions. A t&o-iett%gycode was .

assigned to each grbup name and substituted\in the .phrases and

> . .
assertions so that two of the three coders would have no knowledge

.

of the g<0up s truthdentlty, consistent with

“

=

sgood s method

’

~

(One of the coders was the person who assigned Ebe two-letter
o codes.) - .

The'éssestions were‘code4~using Osgood's comﬁlicated two~step .

v

method of: codlng verbals -connectors and common meanlng mater1a1

(W

O

ERIC -
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~fellow,"

~ /4

Evaluation codes consistedggnly of common meaning material, since
A e ’ N ") - *

evaluatlon was taken to be indicated best by the nouns-and : 19
© e

adjectives, that “described the;§$OUp, a group memben3 or a .

possession of the grOupQMe.g.\

"the splinter group,"

-

. or "the group's plot."
S

Legality,”viaﬁiiiﬁy, and

a &ery nice

L4

stability agsertions consisted\of both verbal connectors. and
v

-~

. s . R
‘common meaning material. An asEertlon's score ‘Was - the product‘of

Mhese two ratings.

a

-

- . - '
/o\—- .
- - - 4

Evaluation wofés and’ phrases are those'which—reVeal‘fﬁé'

writer's attitude towardigge group. Evaluations include attitudes

/ : h ¢

s

-~

A,

.
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%

_/_.tg‘wara»‘. the group as evidenced in these .indicators: (l) The. degree

-« -
e

. to which the writer Tlikes the group.’ (2) The degree to which the.

.writer agrees with the’group's'goals. (3) The wy—i.’ter's donfidence

lhat?thé entlty w111 do the ‘right th1ng (4) The perceived Yalue
- foe

I . .
-of the grOup to soc1ety . : '

v v -

R , P

‘ . “Legahty assertlons reveal the ‘iqu of at:t1v1t1es the wr1ter

selecps -to.” 1nc1ude in hls artlcle about fa group and a sense of
whether t;he group 18 seen as having atright to part1c1pate in
[} . L " O
. w
political activities and outcomesy | Ac't1v1t1es of polltlcal groups
)\

. .
. . N .

»

may be seen as "eithet’ support;’ng th’e siatus quo or aj opposmg the

‘ . \/ "2
st atpus- 'quo., se nd1cat@ are 1ncb«ded 1n legality: (1) ,
i . -’ ‘{ <
7Whetber xthe group 1s shown as’ obe%lng or as breaklng U.S. laws.
- /‘

R

(2) Whether tbe group p/aftvgfpates in normative %nonnormatlve
- '
3) t{hé’ther the group 1s shown as havmg a right to
] .-
#(4) Whether \t'he grou‘;\liihown as respecting or’ -

*’ e .:A'* V - - . S ¢
disresp}ec%*fng the . S. pohtlcal system, (5) Whether the group
coa . . o

b . - ‘ 3 .
shawn g having 'afright to assume power within the poliitical
. : ~ '\ . . A .
system-.‘{; T ) e ', S v

- ¢ -

Vit bility assertions are those which indicate the extent to
1
K ‘? ) e - . ¥
R : wh1ch a gqoup is represented as bemg able to achleve its goal’s.

<

[

-

I‘lcat rs-of viability include: (1) The extent and availability
‘ ' A N ' .

(of the group's financial yesoufees.’ (2) .The extent of its”

’ >

' - 3 . - ~ v .
politic'a\’l_ and communicatioh,skills: (3) The .extent’to which,the
..' . ~
group’ is Yorganized' and: efficient. (4). The extent to which, it can

- 1y
L]

get help \from political allies outside of its membership.

v
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¥

3

. Stability assertions indicate the extent to which a group is

I3

° -

B . . . N 1
represented as being consistent and enduring. Indicators include:

PR .o

(1) The length of time the group has alread; exéstea} (2) The

s o

probability*of its existence in the future. (3) The consistency,
of its policies over time. (4) The extent to which its‘goals are

~ ] .
all related as part of an overall progranm.. .,
- ¢ E ~ ’ s

Three coderg rated every assértion. The\three,sconés were

averaged to arrive at a mean assertion score that Wwas more precise®

+

than any single coder's rating.

Then. the* ‘assertions (or words and-phrases, in the'case of
2 . L]

-

.evaluation) foﬂ each legitimacy dimension were averaged within’

[ i
‘.

2

..
.

i3

each article, yielding an evaluatiig/}rticle score, a legality’

2 ' g * . 3
article .score, a viability article score, and a‘stability article

f i P . F
’ * N - *
score.. To arrive at an overall group media score for evaluation,

legaiity, viability, stability, length, article position, and

group' position, the article scores for these individual indicators

were-averaged witliin each group.

of group | .

- N . '\x‘fﬁ‘ -
A group's charactey, 'score (media portrayal

legitimacy) was computed as the evaluation .mean + the legality °

[ < «
. .

mean + the viability mean + the stability mean.’ Prominence was
: 4

calculated as length + article position + group position.
: ¥

Indicators of .character and prominence were standardized before
'l" ‘ ' . . . .o
being-used in statistical tests. A group!s overill media

*

treatmént score was computed by adding the character and + . '
» 3 . “: . ) ‘ N - N
pﬁfminence scores.? ' : : . , o2
N ) * ) )
. C‘? . . ]
. . * il . “
" A ] ,’
' ~
. . .
", ~ ‘
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RESULTS AND ANALYSIS \
"Reliability tests were performed for both the independeht
and the dependent measures. !
=~ .

. Independent’ Variable Reliability . .

°

Reliabirity (ftandagdized item alpha) of the independent

MVariable measures 1is shbwn oﬁ tables 3.to 7. The éeviance index
(£able 7) is more reliable than the'foldedwideclogy'scale (table
3), mostly because of the large disagreement amdéng editors in
rating the Jewish Defense League (sd = .84) on the ideology scale
"(table 8). Sevg;al editors seemed unfamiliar with the group; sgme
rating it right-wing, some left-wing, ;ﬁ: some moderate. When
"fplded," however, 5o that the extreme right- and‘ieft—wing
positions are combined, this confusion contributes 1e$é error to
the measure, Folding the scéle emphasizes an gd;tor's feeling of
ho% far from the i§¢ologi9;l center a‘grOup lies.

The editoFs surveyed. are a‘fgirly homogeneous g}oup, as is
evident .from tables 9 to 14. They are on the ih;1e experienced
journalists,\havihg'worked ds journalist$ for an average of nearly
23 years. Wﬁile,they talk about politics aﬂlot'with family,

friends, and coworkers ana,tgfy do§3§pres§ a lot 'of interest in

[ Qo)
o
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.e v politics, they are generally not active in politics and claim that

their political attitudes have little or no effect on their work.

-

1 4

Dependent’ Variable Reliability

Intercoder reliability (for coding existing assertions) of
*

3

the dependent-content analysis measures was .83 overall, even

after being corrected for agreement due to chance. This was

.considered gatisfactorily bigh, consiéefing the complicated coding
structure. See Holsti (1969) for a complete discussion”of the™
reliability formulas used, including Scott's 'pi.

Descriptive Statistics

~
+

Tables 15 to 17 show the unstandardized means and gtandard

: . r
deviations® for the dependent variables and the number of

a

articles3 which includgq_asbertions from each of. the four

ingicatots of character (table 132.. Since so few articles

.
N -

included stability assertions, the stabiiity results are probably

v
S
o

et .

unreiiable.
" The League of Women Voters, Sierra €Club, Common Cause, and
-y ' ‘ )
the NAACP generally got the.highest scores ori the -character

-

.
'S B

ﬂ. A .
” [ -
Q.
* ERIC |
3 s .. ‘5? ) ‘ ,u’ X
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_ than "most Americans," perhdps because the communities in the

~indicators, except stability. The National Rifle A§s6ﬁiation had .

~ - .

the longegf\average article length, with the Nazig having the

shortest. The League of Women Voters .and the NAACP were the most
likely to gé& front page coverage, but the NAACP was one af the -,
least likely groups to be mentioned 'throughout an entire article,

The «overall media treatment .scores showed the League of weien

> . 3 >
.

/ @ . . .’ I3 . . ° N
ommon Cause, and the National®Rifle Association with the .

highést scores; the Ku Klux Klan and the Nazis got the lowest

media treatment scores. .
_— .

. . . \
Unstandardized means (and standard deviations) for the

independent variable measures are oytlined injtable 18. 1In

addition to the 11 political:groups, table 18 also gives ‘deviance e

measures for the Democratic and Regpublican parties, as well as for

-

"most Americans," "people im your community," and "editors."

Not surprisingly, editors rated "most Américans" as the least

-

deviant of all ‘of the entities they rated; "most Americans" may

well be a reference point.against which other groups are .

' ‘ v . : ! e 4
evgluated. "People in your .community' were rated as more deviant

@ -0 - v

survey are all large and urban.

o -
The League of Women Voters was a nondeviant group, being

-

rated as more centrist than-even the Democratic and Republican - .
) , ‘ .

parties., Editors rated qheﬁselves as mote centpist than the

' .
-

Republicans ﬁr other people.ip their.communities. ' : ‘ 3

-
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Regression Analyses

. . T

Since the theory predicted a linear relationship between

deviance and media treatment, both linear and curvilinear , -

relationships "were tested. Polynomial ‘analysis of the regression

: £
of the various dependent measures was performed on both ideology

(the "folded" liberal-conservative continuum) and the deviance

)

index (ideoclogy + similarity to most Americans + amount of change
Ll

a group- advocates + how close the respondent feels to the group);

Correlations among the four deviance measures (see table 19) °
show that multicollinearity may be a pfoblem. As Lewis-Beck
(1980)'sugggsts, one way oé overc;ming multicolliqgarity is to
combine the individual vagiab%ss into an index. Since one pdréose

o

of this study was to test the multidimensional deviance measure
2

]

appropriate.

against the unidimensional ideology measure, such an index is

. .
- .

. <

¢

To test .the hypothesis that the relationship between deviance

»

and media

treatment is a straight line,

tested which 'included both.quadratic and cubic terms:.

Tables 20 through 22 show the resuf%s of the' various

regression analyses.

‘

-
?

o . . ’
Both the ideologyrmeasure and the

L

ahierarchical model was -

e’

deviance index predigt ‘evaluation, legality, and viability scores -

- . »

]
very well (table 20). ‘In addifion, there is _evidence of a

quadratic_relatignship between both legalityignd‘viability and ,

d the deviance ipdex.

a .
)

In no instance did the

A .

.-
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.
[
~ v

cubic term have enough tolerante (tolerance < .001) to enter the

*
S

. . regres$ion equation, so the cubic term was dropped from tables 20 ’ '
. ‘r' . . o
to\22 and from the analysis. )

Thus there’ is evidence of a statistically significant

*

. relationship between deviance and‘evq‘udtion, legality, and '

. ¥

viability. The more deviant a gtoup is perceived to be by &
editors, the less favorable (evaluation) the newspaper articles

about the group were, and the less legal (or normative) and viable

.

. 7 the group was portrayed as being.

.

~

l e i
The curvilinear relationship between legality and deviance
A

; ! and between viability and‘geviance was unexpected. The theory
‘y predicted a linear relationship, but, as figures 2 and 3 show, ‘g
there is some tendency for égoups that are moderagely deviant to o,
: S ...‘ N~ . .
> - be rated higher.than very centrist or very deviant groupsa. e

. This is somewhat consistent with Gans' (1979) contention that

’

journalists are suspicious of ‘extremism of any type and could

‘e imply that® journalists give -the most favorable legality and

. N °

+  viability treatments to groups which are moderate in all respects,

D

e
-

including moderatior. .

' ) . ! .' AR .\ - . .
" There was no relati;;§Q1p between ideology or deviance and T
' . : o .
stability (table ‘20), possibly because the measures are unreliable .

.

‘ due to the small ‘number of articles with stability assertionms.

. . B ‘ .
’ -
» N
~ - L] -
r
. ' v .
- .
- ° -
R -
? L N
- < [ . -
- ' 2
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: Among the three prominence indicators (table 21), article

length and -article position showed relationsﬁips with the deviance

Y .

index, -but not with ideology. .

5

. The significant linear relationship of the deviance index to
article length is illustrated in figure 4. Thé National Rifle
F 3 <
Association and the Moral Majority are outlyers, having longerys |

articles on the average than even the least deviant groups.

Figure 5 shows only a weak relationship betwegn article position

Y

and deviance.
Table 22 shows that both ideology and deviance (figure 6)

were good predictors of character, and both showed evidence of a
quadratic .relationship. As in tpe indicators legality a;a
viability, the least deviant groups got 'lower character scores ’
than the moderately deviant groups. . ‘

s . -~

Since, among the prominence indicators, only length showed

strong relationship to ideology or devianceg it is not surprising
o . A . .
that neither défiance measure pngdicts.tﬁé prbhinenc% scores very
well. Neither ideblogy nor deqia;ce showed any significant.
s . -~
relationship to prominence (table'22){_ .
<« . .

*

Both ideology and deviance yshowed linear relationships to

~

' C L7 L L. .
overall* media treatment, but the refationship is. obviously due -

mostly to the character dimension and’ not to prominerce (table 22

2" e
and figure ‘7).
The primary hypothesis was confirmed: 'There was a
° N N £
- \"
statigtically significant linear relatipnship between the deviance

@ ™ e -~

| 33 -
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of a political group and its overall media Ereatmgnt. But
o ‘ ’ )

-,

breakingy the variable media treatment down into its
-
components--first”as character and prominence and then as their

ibdicatofs-—makes it apparent_ that all aspecrts of media treatment

< are not related to deviance. Evaluation, -article length, and ’
: . Y !
+ ]

article position showed linear relationships to the‘deviaﬁc

index, while legality 'and viability showed quadratic relationships
. . -

. . . . . N M <
to deviance., Stability and group position seemed unrelatéd to

™

deviance.

Uni- Versus Multidimensional Measurement

"
¥

The second hypothesis was that the unidimensional folded

. » .

. ideologf measure would predict‘és well as the multidimensional

3
.

deviance index. The correlations between ideology and all of the .

“

deviance measures are .71 or-greater (table 19), ‘indicating that ~

there mgy be little to be gained by ‘taking four measurements of

- .

deviance instead of one. - However, the deviance index doés’seem

more Ebwerful than the folded ideology scale, 'possibly because of

its greater reliability™ There are more statistically significant

F-ratios using the deviance “index as a predictor than using the

B . M
» o 4

’ ’ ) . L ? S .
ideolog{,measure.‘ This may indicate that the other three deviance ™
. . - .
» neasures—-similarity to,.most Americans, amount of change .,

-
[

.
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- - - %gdvocated, -and closéness _to the
] - . N DS -

N . - - - . - .~ - -

Egspphdeﬂt's podition--are a§1§ ta . o
add “enough pfed{étivéfﬁéherkid}jéqq}ﬁy their inclusionm.® - e

9 ‘ . ’ ’. T, * .
a , . ~ . L e

. A : T o ) . ¢
. oo This study doesllenq some shpéort to -the theory ghaé tée ' 7‘
s . mediar;ct as agents of.sogia}-stability. However, the finding; 0
sho;ld ﬁot,bé taken as evideﬁce of a diréct‘causal ;elationshig
between the journaiist's ;?rgeption of how deviant a politichl'

~ - ‘gfbugu}s and the kind of article he will %rite about thé-8§0upf5 5
' . or, as Milib%ﬁd (1969) puts it, "the more radiéal the dissent,zthe ’
“‘ e . “lesds iﬁpdftial.aAd.objeétive the media." ' ’ %%’ i

.

»

There are several reasons why causality cannot be assumed: ) ®
A4

- " ) .
. . First, the editors who were surveyed were not the editors of the

N L]

- 4 ~ N

newspapers in the content analysis. The literature would have us
. - . N 2
) believe that journalists' opinions about pokitical groups are more T

g . . )

. . . .t

alike than different, being based on a "context of shared values."

. (Siéal, 1973) -If there is a context of shared values,'theq

editors on large, daily neyspapers ought to have similar views as
, 6 R . . ~ . h .
. . . ¥
editors on-the newspapers in the contlent analysis. The

-~ -

. reliability coefficients for the deviamce measures- lend some, but .

.

3®

. not,overwﬁg&ping, support fdr this assumption.

Second, the respondents in the survey were editors and were

s v \ L3

not necessarily responsible for writing newépaper.artic}eé.
- ‘ ' P .- . .
v . ' ‘ v ' -

.= e 4

-4

L S :

b W s ‘ t : " .
o N - ‘ . % ' -
T = D - . 3
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Sthere 1S no way

. . - - - / ,

" However, several researchers (such as Sigal, 1973; %ans, 1979; and

Paletz and Entman, ,1981) have found that’ journalists share a

creed, norms, a cohcept of journalistic professionalism. Gans
’

-~ - . L d

says that an editor often "softens" a:reportei's copy to Ater

-
S -

hard words and prhases if he disagrees with the harsh words,  hut

- -

’
.

. e . ] .
he will rarely change the words if he agrees with them. 1In
3 . ? .

addition, editors have some control over what is reported when

they give reporters assignments and direction wover what should be
. . . ° )

+ . ©
includéd in the article. \ \ ' '

. X .
Epstein (1981) says that news organizations do exert - .

b
2

s . - -8
influence over the presentation of the news-by screening, editing,

tr -

and okaying every news story before it is publighed. ‘The'

introduction of electronic editing equipment has increased the o
v - . ‘ s -

editor's opportynities to altet stories.: ) ‘.

g

- -
' Third, the content analysis preceded the deviance ratings in

time, therébg violating one of\thé cviﬁeria necessarQ'for‘
. - : v
irnferring causality: bI?e assumption is that such opinions.about
political ;roups are fairly stablé and enduring. - nglé<p%ini0ns
. D
gbéut éolitical groups can and Ao’cﬁpégeibver~time, they probabfy
. - ' B L .

do not fluctuate greatly in the short run unless .events ,occyr

- v,
- - ]

which affect opinions about the groups. ”In*;hié Study, the  «

<

content analysis preceded the deviance measures
g T . ) R ] ._ . ; -
and there is no reasoh to suspect that intervening events
- '- ,
significantly changed editors' opinions of the groups.. Of course,
o .

- -

to.be' certain. h .

M e
.

- ‘ - .

%

by several -monthe,

"

———
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Fourth, while several of the observed F-ratios %}e big enough
to be St®tistically significant, some are probably not .big enough

to be of practical significance. Draper and Smith (1981) say

( ' -

: )

L ERIC -+

Full Tt Provided by ERIC. o s .
‘ Ty

that, to be a worthwhile predictor, a regression equation must be '
9. L' L

associated with.F-ratios of "at least four or five times the usual

; :
percentdge point for tie minimum level of proper representation.”

-

L v

At four times ,alpha=.05, the i-rgtios must exceed 20.48 (for
i .

df=1,9), 21.28 (for df=1,8), or 17.84 (for df=2,8). Several of,

H

the F-ratios for legality, viability,-chéracter,~and media

2 . :
treatment (tables 20 and 22) do meet this criterion, but most do
C )
. - s, .,
not. s ' "
oy . .
Fifth, there may be. several possible alternative explanations
- 1 LY

1
1
1

for the significant relationship between deviance and media ‘
treatment of political -groups. The relatiomship of deviance to’

legality may be explained if deviant groups do take part in more

illegal activities than nondeviant groups. ‘

The relationship of deviance to viability is somewhat more

v L

difficult to explain. Are deviance groups less viable? Do tHey'

. - F
have less money? Fewer allies and members? Are they less

competent? These questions areadifficulf to answer in general,

but ‘at_least one deviant group, the Moral Majority; seems”to .

possess a vast following, huge financial resources, and "a very

‘ effective communications program. ‘ , ,

If the media are ‘acting as agents of social control, however,

3 . .
we would expect them to portray a political group as nonviable.

r)"‘
u .
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Viability--or the perceived lack of it--has, long been the bane of
third parties in the United States. Many»peopS:'hesitate to t

"throw away" their votes on nonViﬁbichandidat

can control the electorate's perception of a candidate's

viability, then they can’ probably affect that candidate's chances

.

Jf the media

of winning the election.
Maybe deviant groups do’participate in more illegal and

nonnormative activities. Maybe deviant groups do have less money,
are less competent, .and do not achieve their goals as often.

) K
Maybe journalists merely reflect the groups as they really are.

Maybe. Barber (1978) points out how just being trained to be

3

a reporter will cause a journalist to emphasize the differences

[ad
[

A . « . P .
between pedbple and to ignore the SLmigarities. "The reporter's
raw material is differences-—-between what was and what is,

expectations and events, reputations and realities, normal and

exotic--and his artful eye is set to see the moment when the flow
" s

of histbry knocks two "differences together." People and groups

-
s

begin to develop distinctive personalities based on their °
idiosyncrasieé. The more eccentric, the more newsworthy.,
, - -

The commion thgéads among people and grOuPé are -overlooked.

3

.This is as true of .the.centrist candidates as it is of the others,

f o

of course, but the {onsequences 3re far more serious for* the

CA . T4

presidential candidate ‘of. a 1eft-f§;/a right-wing splinter

political pafty than for the Repdblfbans 6r Democrags. Centrist

+

party candidates_tendﬁlo be more simifar than dissimilar; even in

" - Tt T ‘ £

<

Q9
€¢]

s

-

ot
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‘their differences they are often barely distinguishable. But the
gulf that separates far/left- and far righ®-wing political parties
from the Democrats and Republicans is mighty indeed. And the

greater those perceived dlfﬁerenéeg,»the greater the chanée that
the deviant.political parf& ;lll be represedted as not be}né'a
legitimate contender for politic;? power.’ § 1 - ‘
Every‘tlme a Journaklst wrltes an art1cle, he makes \

]

W

decisions. What facts shall be 1ncluded7 How shakl they be

N .

jpresented? In\what order?
.~

ALl political groups hold meetings. Are they‘covéred by the . .

med1a7' Sometlmess Some polltlo/l;groups pa(t1c1pate in violent -

'act1v1t1es. Are they covered7 Always. Are the normative

.
«

activities of centrist groups more likely té be covered’ than the
~ R ’ ’ -9
normative activities of deviant groups? Perhaps. e 0 .

. P
° .

Sometlmes act1v1t1es that would be constdere¢ normatlve if
.undertaken by a centrlst group are presented in the med1a as if .
*®

they are nonnormative. One article in the sample (Atlanta

Constitutio?, Decemﬁer:lZ, 1980) reported that the Ku Klux Klan

] -

had entered a float in a Christmas parade in Gr1ff1n, Georgia.

.

The page one, column one headllne reads: "Klan' s float startles

. X K . M > ') ) ‘R T ‘?‘Iz‘": > i8N
Griffin parade chwd ) : S

Did tEe)Klansmen ride naked on the float7‘ D1d their float
include a burning qross? Appargatly not, since the newspaper

described the float as- a "flatsbed truck bearing five-.robed, but

unmasked, Klansmen." “The float also plaeyed a taped recording of
" ’ -
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Dixie," and children riding om the back of -the float tossed X
. 4 ¢ -
.pieces of candy to the crowd. S - )
¢ > ' * * .
What gould be more normative than entering a fldat in a ' .

. hometown Christmas parade? What ‘could be more normative -than ’
- ) : _ - p

playing "Dixie'" in Georgia? Yet the very -presence of the float . .
! RO

= . - . N - .

. was seen as nonnormative.  The article began: "It shouldn't have 5
- . [ 3 . . '

- been, but there it was. nght 1n the mldile of this town s annual

¢ \ ‘

. Christmas parade was a float entered by the local Klu [51c] Klux

¢
x

g g g Klan chapter." T e ~ _ .
‘\ ' . ! ' . . . ’
A KKK member was quoted as saying that the float ‘was only the \ .

.
© ' N . '

beglqnlng of efforts by the KKK to partxc1pate in communlty .
events. In a centglst group,'~BT% would’ be sgen as deflnltely . !

. normati;éxand probably as indicating a publically aware, . . .
' definitely viable group. Yet the KKK's sponsorship of a parade : .
o, . oL T { - : :
¥ float was presented as nonnormative,qridiculouss and nonviable, -~ ”\ . L
4 . P . . is

1 N o A BN
. .

.

The float so shocked many paradgdwatchers that they threw - )
back pieces of candy tossed into the crowd by- children rldlng ' ‘ .
on the back of the U.S. ard Confederate’ flag-bedecked truck. - k “
) ,And officials of the Chamber of Commerie, which ,Sponsors the . :
. paradp, immediately’ todk action to keep, rad1cal orgaanatxoné B R
. out of future parades. . . >
> . [ . 4

i . ,. . . . -

(X

The KKK did enter the parade under another name, which . . .
f&\- - .

. accounted for‘the Chamber's surprise. Bat' this deception was .

- [
- t AN

- almost incidental in the article ta the float itself.’ | —_— Co
N o - e L]

At times media coverage of deviant political groups combines .

& ) .

the rlchulOus with the sublime, almost as ‘if the Journallst were~. .

. - .

y . . . . v "
|

|

.
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PurPoseli E(ying to balance favogéyle{aﬁd unfavorable facts.® An
R 4 : 3 d - ‘

. article about Jerry Falwell and the Mpral Majority im the .

1981) was, titled "A silver anniversary
and a seargh for.gold." .The article, which began in-a box ©n page
one, read: ' ' T ‘ ' .

. . - - . .

~ . . * r o ) '6 Lt . R

Washington Post (June, 28,

’

-

' The empire was founded a uarter—-century ago today, - when 35
v people gathered in“the former warehouse of a soft-drink ‘
' bottling tompany, the floor “sticky with the residue of Donald
.Duck Cola, to listen to a 22-year-old Baptist preacher narned
. Jerry Falwell. That day the Thomas Road Baptist Church
collected $125. ' < ‘
,,& 7\ N . . “‘; ‘ . .
This week the church, now the nation's second largest, will
collect more than $1 million; but not by, .passing the
collection plate among its 18,000-member copgregétion.' The - ;
pastor will raise the money thfough the electronic church, | .

s

e

~

’ . from people who watch the Sunday service on, their television \ .
. sets And mail in their offerings. ‘ - .
RN » o
e . ' . ) .
‘ The Donald Duck Bottling Company appears again in the ‘story,
- as well as mention of the empire's Vast riches. Other balances -

. include” a report of how the Securities and Exchange Commission . . -

3 o "y -

chagged Falwell with'?rqud'énd'deceit.fh 1973, a descrip;ibn qf.

ath of a Falwell Ejny’ R

[ ] <"

s

Yalwell's pr{vate jet, the _myster:’gus de

s of financial

-
'

trouble in the.empitre. .

T
-

"

-

T I ‘A(
The faéts are all there. ° There are amp le

=

-

) . . < ) 7
the vast numbers of Falwell's supporters, and rumor

e

comparisons of

rumors both favorable to and'unfavérable to Falwell. 'Yet‘on

balance Falwell and the Moral Mdjority come off as nonnormative

.and not viable. . \
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The tendency for coverage about deviant groups to have .1ower

I

evaluation scores may be even more striking. Theré are probably

-

.
fewer .alternative explanations

v

a low legality”or viability score. Evaluation, remember, was

-

rated as how favorable or unfavorable the words were which

<

\ described a group, a group's mgmber, or a possession of the

group.

Deviant groups (such as the

.
T
o

Ku Klux Klan, the Nazis, and the

Communists) got labels like these: an avowed racist, vehement,

. self-righteous, a violent group, a splinter .group, a hate group,

4

killers, a racist nominee, extremists, a cabal of conspirators;
A

crazy, and a bunch of lunatics. '

&

Centrii£ groups (such as the League'of Women, Voters, the
= . \ .

. * SierraClub, and Commothause).were called: the club,

.

environmentalists

conservationist, a nonpartisan group, the

’

public affairs lobbying group, the Washington-based public

v

KKK meﬁbe;s are overweight and frightening, while League of .

they're a group.

nterest lobby, savvy, hardworking, intélligent, and fair.

v

Women Voters members are trim and gracious. When Nazis assemble,

they're a.plafoon; when members of the_ Sierra Club get together,

+

These ‘examples are out of context and: overstated, of - course,

to make the point. Nearly all-of the groups got both high and low

-

for a low evaluation s®ore than for.

ad

,

E

e

e
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assertions. Often the good comments were balanced with the bad,

N .

but the overall impression of the deviant groups is unfavorable.

.Some of these differences are real ones, to be sure. The

d .

point ig'not that media éovéfage of deviaﬁt.groupsfaoes not

reflect some real differences between centrjst and deviant grohps,

but that it may emphasize and accentuate the differences and

¥

ignore the similarities.

G

'This study does not prove that journalists intentionally

select different elements for inclusion in articles about deviant

groups than they do for centrist groups. But it ‘does show that

the critics weren't all wrong. Deviant grOupé will probably s

- R

continue to be perceived as being.less legitimate. Whether that

<

perception is due more to the media than to the groups themselves -

3

remains to be seen.




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

. - NOTES :

v

“

1Using the group as the un1t“bf*anaTysrsvllmlted‘Ihe
-degrees of freedom avallable in statistical tests to 11. ,
Statistical."tests were also performed using "article" as the unit
of analysis, and.the results were practically identical, even
though 152 degrees of freedom were available. While .the dependent
variable cBuld be easily measured on.the article level, the -
independent variable ~could not be. Deviance ratings were
eollecéed at the "group level and could only be used at the article
level by a "composite" procedure, e.g., assigning every ‘article
about -the Nazis the same deviance scores. Thus, while individual

" article scores about the Nazis, for exmnple, did vary on the °

dependent variable, there was no variance among the independent
scores for the different Nazi articles. Since the theory predicts
variance in media treatmént between groups, not variance between
articles, the idea of using art1c1e as the unit of analys1s was
abandoned. .
: 2Tndicators of the dependent variables were also .
multiplied, but these fa11ed to produce statlstlcaZIy s1gn1f1cagt
results. In lieu-of a theoret1ca1 reasoh to suppoée that the N
relatlonshlp among indicators is additive or multiplicative, the
stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant additive procedure was reported. This
"does not necessarily mean that the additive procedure is ' .
"correct," however. McLeod and Becker (1974) ,also found additive
procedures to show more significant results tﬂgn multiplicative
‘procedures, but they were looking at various regress1on equations
with comblnatlons of 'independent v%rlables. .

.
\

3Because the sampled‘articles about any one group varied

. drasticalkly in léfgth and in- content, some articles did not have

‘assertions for all four of the-character indicators. This was
especially true of the indicator "stability"; very few articleg
included any stability assertions. Wherever ‘there were no
assértions for ,an indica the value was 1nd1cated as missing:
‘data. Ag a result, the\Ez:n 1nd1cator scores are based on
d1fferent Ns, and the st tistical tests are based only on the
assertions present in the articles. To aid in 1nterpret1ng the
results,-the N that, each statistic is based on is included. in each
table. " :

A - : ?

-

- 4Because the scatterplots are very similar whetherxr the

folded ideology scale or the deviance index' is used, only the

plots for the. deviance index are shown.

~
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Figure 1. Simple causal chain model of theory.

TR ! B
Y - .
. ' | Journalists' Media -
. "| perceptions ) KN treatment | .
. b of the ) - of the
. group's group .
. deviance . ' . .
L
Readers' .
~ : perception .
f th .
A of t f R .
group's , .
. legitimacy | * ~# . .
. . . .
- f ¢
’% . . -
A \ . .
. - R ' .
. Group's . - }Effect on ) .
- oo .| success in ‘ ’ S stability '
! - . . . r P f - & r'
achieving , of status
its goals - quo . : ¢
L4 N >
.- B ¢ i D
’ . 1 - ’ «\’
. . 4 s
N ~ . * . ’ . o
- N ! 2
-
]
¢
. A d
.
1
. « : _
. . 'Y ;‘ .
. L)
et - ] ) . - '
- - . ,‘ wo .
3 A § ' [y
’ [ 4
x® - « ' o
: . . . ¢ ’
i . L \ N ]
b1 sy v A4 + » |
e . . |
Q o ‘ - - o |
ERIC C ,
oo i o ) Ca . . . |
Gzt T . Pl .




Table 1. Number of articles .found in each of the seven newspapers.

X Total # # articles
Newspaper articles in sample C .
. New York Times ‘ 398 '93 . o -
. . BEER , ? .
. . ¢ & . . .
) Washirgtog Post ) 57 13 .
Los Angéles Wimes f 35 14 o
Atlanta Constitution 21 8 o
,‘ Christian Science Monitor 13 . 3 -
. Chicago Tribune . ' 10 2
. ’ Sdan Francisco Chronicle ‘ ) 4 0 )
3 .ot _ ,
" Total = 538 * 133 ~
. . ' . ‘ ,
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" Table 2. Sampling plan for the llﬂpolitica{ggroup;.

Group ‘ N n n/N
Jewish Defense Léague. . 'il 10 .91
‘Natignal Rifle Association 15 10 67
Sierrg Club ) ' 22 10 +45
National Orgahization for Women 29 .10 34
C ommon Cause 3 33 iO .31
’League of Women Voters ) 41 10 .ii: '
.. ‘Ameripan Nazi Party ) ‘48 .10: .21
*American Communist Party 50 10 - .20
" Moral Majority 86 18 21
. National Association for the | “ ‘
Advancement of Colored People 107 22 .21
. Ku Klux Kldn 156 32 .21
o Total = 604
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Table 3. Percentages of-editor responses in each category of the
folded IDEOLOGY scale and standardized item alpha reliability
coefficient . - . -

x ]

DISTANCE FROM 'CENTER OF _IDEOLOGICAL SPECTRUM
Percentage of editors replying:
Center . Liberal/ Very lib- Radical
(moderate) conser- eral/cons- left or =
Group vative . ervative right

League of Women Voters™ .61% }00%

Sierra Club 18 1007

Common Cause 21 . ‘ 100%

NAACP . . 100%

" NOW, : ' 1007
NI'{A \ . 100%
Moral Majbrity . . . ‘ IOOZ;

’Jewish beﬁeﬂ;g League . 47 100%

C?mmunfsts . . - 100%
f) & . R

Ku Klux Klan . 100%*
Nazis ' . . ' 1007%

T~
a




4

Al

«
.

N

.

Reliability (standardized item alpha) = .76

- ‘
L ] . ’ L4 ‘?;'{:{(.
. >
& ! +
Table 4: Percentages—of editor responses in each category of the g
- . SIMILARITY scale and standardized item alpha reliability coefficient.
- : . . ’ ,
N v + SIMILARITY OF QROUP TO MOST AMERICANS ’
. " gy Percentage of editors replying: -
. . Very Somewhat ' Somewhat Very
. . Greup similar . similar dissimilar dissimilar ’
. M ’ . i - o H
) League %WOmen Voters  25% 70% 5% ° 100%
Sierra Club 3 51 44 2 100%
, Common Cause 5 68 25 2 100%
NAACP 2 47 " 46y 5 100%
L] %
. NOW 42 46 12 100% ;
: | NRA et 2 29 57 12 100%
K Moral Majority ) 25 63 12 100%
Jewish Defense League- 6 36 58 100%
Communists s 4 96 100%
. Ku Klux Klan 9 91 100% .
. Nazis ‘o 100 100%
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Table 5. Percentages of editor responses in each category of the
CHANGE scale and standardized item alpha reliability coefficient.

- . . . o AMOUNT OF CHANGE ADVOCATED “
. ) . Percentage of éditors replying: < T
No Some Quite a - Extreme ‘
change changes ' few * changes
Group . - _changes . ? .

. r .
. League of Women Voters.s 14% 77% 9% - 104

I3

Sierra Club . 49 - 51 * 1007

- Common Cause . ’ 42 . 56 g 100%

NAACP , 21 - 75 , 4 100%

" ) ,
. . . A
L . NOw . N N B ¢ . 75 e 14 1007
Ve NRA® w . o <80 el 32 T tal 11 100% ¢
: " ’ , - h‘ M g o¢ B h.-- h C o - ‘o ) b
. Moxal Mejgfity iz - 9" Y. 834 26 * 100%
° : * N ’ A 6 ?&@“‘. K 3 o . > s A
.o SN TR A R, - ’?{”‘" e e ' .
Jewish Pefense Léague’ ' .. o 18, 40, i 42 1007%
" ey f St oy ,0 . . ' . )
. . L W . ‘}a .t K ' ¢ -~
Compfinists e A A S 98 1007
| O s ~
K Klux Klan ' 2. Tong % 95 100% - -
Vs . . ° . '_...»c .q < > . )
. Nazis Y T A 100%
° ) - ) - ) N 4’ ° * ."@57 : o v . '
: X Reliability-(standardized item alphe) = .74, =X~ ° | .
. T £ ‘ B T :
} , : S .o '

ey
S A

Lem e e e =
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Table 6. Percentages of editor responses in each category of the CLOSE,
scale and standardized item-alpha reliability coefficient.

~

A ' HOW CLOSE RESPORDENT—FEEES—TO—=THE=GROUE:
. ) . Percentage of editors replying: .
o : - Very Quite Somewhat Not at
close close close - all
Group ' , . close . -
- .
. Leag(’xe of Women \é{_{;ﬁ 9% 392 . 48% 4 100%
Sieﬁra Club 13 32 _ 350 5 100%
Commot® Cause ) - 28 50 11 "100% °
- « .
NAACP ' 2 /@ 30 - 59 9 100%
A NOW 11 25 39 25 100%
NRA 4 RV 82 100%
Moral Majority L 2 14 84 100%
Jewish Defense League 2 : .25 73 .100%
*.Communists - 5 95 1007
Ku Klux Klan . S ‘ 100 100%
Nazis . 100 '100%
e ’ .
‘ 4 Reliability (standardized item al;ha)-= .63
) 4 -
. *
. R , . - /
‘. .,
° . " ’ - | P} .
I a . »
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Table 7Z.

.

Percentages of editor responses in each category of the

DEVIANCE INDEX and standardized item alpha reliability coefficient..

EDITOR RATING OF GROUP DEVIANCE

.

T Percentage of editors—im-each—category:

Not
. all
Group

at

deviant

A little
deviant

Quite
deviant

Extremely
deviant

League of Women Voters 27%

‘Sierra Club
‘Common Cause
NAACP

NOW

NRA
2

Moral Majority
Jewish Defense League

Communists

=

Ku Klux Klan
A
Nazis -

. /

9

9

55% 17% ;/// 1

.

v

1

“5

4
13
31
36
55
92

95

- .98,»

i

-100%
100%

100%

100%-

100% -

100%
100%
100%
100%
1007

100%

Reliability (standardized item alpha)

”

’

50 40
50 36
38' 54
31 52
21 1 40
11 52
12 32
1 7
1 4
1 1
= .70
‘
Z
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Table 8. ‘How editors rated the Jewish Defense League.on both the
folded and unfolded 1deolog1cal scales. v

¢

Unfolded ideology scale

Number of editors

Left-wing radical
(Very liberal
Liberal

Moderate-
Conservative |
Very conservative
Right-wing radical

’

Nt o

Folded ideology scale

—— )

9‘.’

I 4

6 ~

8 .

1 Mean = 5.34
e 4 s = 1.97

9
2

53  MISSING\= &

Number of editors.

Moderate - -
Liberal /Conservative

Very liberal/conservative
Left/right-wing radical

-

1
+12  Mean = 3.21
Y15 s = .86
25

T53  MISSING = 4

L

e
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Table 9. Nuﬁner ot

S

years the

1

responding editors have been

journalists.
[ v
Years N
10 or fewer . 6
11 to 20 22
21 to 30 17
31 to 40 s 10 s
41 or more T2
. 57
Mean = 22.6 years .
Sh - ?\85
R
il /\
. 54
k . e

re

'-i
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" Table 10. Frequency-with which the editors discuss politics with
famrly and friends. - '
b . '
Frequency N %
. & R O
Never o "~ - 0.0
Rarely C 7.0
Sometimes 14 . . 24.6
Often 20 35.1
., Very often 19 33.3
57 100.0
“Mean = 3.9 o '
~SD = .93
b ¢
' -
. . ,
b ]
.« ° e .
'A . ’ . * -
» - e . -
. o - .
. ") 2 =
” \ Y s %
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Table 11. 'Fr,equency with which the editors discuss

- s

politics with

their coworkers. d .

‘ - 4 ’

N - v

Freqlency N .

Never 0
Rarely 3 .
Sotietimes © s 13 2
Often - 15 2
Very often 26 4
. 57 - 100.0

Mean.= 4.1 .
Ssb = .95

s
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Table 12. .The extent to which editars are interested dn’
politics. . :

Interest

NSE at all interested
A little interested
.Somewhat interested
Interested

Very interested

Mean = 4.3
SD = .94

1

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" Not at all active 42 . 7
1

‘

.
N

4

Table 13. The editors' ‘level of poiitical activity.

.
M -

. . ]

Rolitical activity <" N < %

Somewhat active 8
A little active 2
Active . . 0
Very active - 5

Mean = 1.6
sD =

|

—
—
[o 4]

P




Table 14. How much the editors think their political attitudes
affect their work. .

Effect on work N Ty

None at all | 29
A little 14
Somewhat - -..8
A lot 3.
A whole lot 2
57

MISSING = 1

-

“3

[
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Table 15. Unstandardized means (and standard deviations) for
. Indicators. of CHARACTEK.

Group R - E\{aluation1 -Leéality Viability Stability
League of Women 10.80 5.1 12.49 12.12
~ Voters ( .69 ( 1.28)° ( 2.11) ( 1.91)
v . . (10 articles)? N=10 N=10 N=10 - N= &4
Sierra QIUb ’ - 10.63 12,75 11.55 14.50 |
, %(10 articles) ( .57) (1.26) (3.22) ( .00)
‘ N9 N= 9 Ne 9 Ne 1
' Common Cause 11.28 13.80 12.17 13.40
" (10 articles)’ ( .51) ( .72) ( 2.89) ( 1.39)
. N=10 N= 9 N= 9 , N= &
NAACP 11.93 12,56 12.16 13.30
L + (22 articles) ( 4.86) ( 1.14) ( 1.88) ( 2.91)
| : N N=21 . N=21 N=20 N= &
. NoWw | 10.88 " 12.89 13.20 12.77 -
| - - (10 articles) ( .38) (1.41) ( 1.83) :( 3.73) °
| . N= 9 N= 9 N= 9 N= 7 )
NRA 10.61 12.24 13.42 12.38
(10 articles) ( .19)  ( 1.22) =<C .99) ( 3.24)
\ N= 9 N=10 Ne100 ., M= 4
; " Moral Majority 10.06  10.98  11.30  12.94
| (18 articles) ( .81) ( 1.8) ( 2.80) ( 2.45)
3 N=18 N=18 Nel7 | N= 8
- Do
Jewish Defense 9.94 9.04 10.63°  10.75
| League ( .64) (2.70) (2.70) ( 6.01)
| | (10 articles) N=10 N=10 N=10 N= 2 .
| o ) . )
| » Communists 10,0k - 9.76 8.64  14.20
* ,llq. (10 articles) ¢ .76) o 3.35)  ( 2.96) (T4.02)
: N= 9 N= 9 N= 8 N= 3
/ -
%
KKK . 9.52 7.21 8.01 . 10.20
(32 articles) ( 1.05) ( 2.36) ( 2.15) ( 4.49)
. e . N=32 N=31 =~ N=27 N=12
. \ .
Nazis x 8.99 6.60 6.63 10.00 .
- (10 articles) ( .87) (1.94) (1l.91) ( .00)
T N=10 N=10 N=10 N= 1

.

lgcales range from 1;%0 to 19.00. A score of 10.00 is neutral.
The higher the scor'e, ‘the more legal (or normative), viable,”
stable, or faworably ‘evaluated. T

B . 2The number of articles about that gPoup in the sample.’
3Ns indicate the number of articles (in the sample about a
particular group) that included one or more assertions from that
particular dimension, e.g., only four of the sample articles about
the League of Women Voters included stability assertions.
T v a

. \ .
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Table 16. Unstandardized means (and standard deviations) for
indicators of PROMINERCE. ~

Article!  Article? Group3

Group Length Position Position =.
. X ' .

League of Women 26.62 , 1.80 2.70
Voters (N=10) (22.44) ( .92) -~ (.67)
Sierra Club 22.91 1.10 " 2.30
(N=10) . (15.71) ( .32) - (.95 .
Common Cause 23,69, 1.10 ° 2.90
(N=10) ©o B2y (.32) 0 (L32)
NAACP 17.70 1.59 2.59 ~
(N=22) | (17.59) ( .91) ( .73)
NOW ‘ 13.20 1.20 2.80 '

* (N=10) oo ( 7.20) . ( .42). .( .42) ,

T NRA g ' 38.30 1.40 2.70
(n=10) % (47.93)  ( .84)  ( .67)

L 3

Moral Majority ' 28.82 . 1.33 '+ 2.72 .
(N=18) (24.57) ( .69) ( .57)
Jewish Defense 8.39 1.10 2.60
Ledague (N=10) (14.52) ( .32) ( .70)
Communists . . 9.86 1.20 2,60 o
(N=10) (10.89»  ( .63) ( :70): ,
KKK } . 9.52 1.22 2.81
(N=32) ~ ( 8.48) ( .61) ( .47)
Nazis , 6.22 1.00 2.90
(N=10) (4

.08) ( .QO) ( .32)

lpverage length of all articles_about the group in standardized
column inches. ] N '

2Ranges from 1.00 to 3.00. A high article position sgore
indicates that the group was on the average featured on the first
page of the newspaper or on the first page of another section,

3Ranges from 1.00 to 3.00. A high group position score

indicates that the group was on the average mentioned throughout
the article, as opposed to only the first half (a moderate score)
or only&in the last half (a low score), i

4Number of sample articles about that group. No missing data.

N
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Table 17.

b}

CHARACTER, PROMINENCE, and MEDIA TREATMENT scores for

the political groups.

t

. ‘ . Media
Group - Character! . Prominence? Treatment 3
e
League of
‘Women Voters 1.90 3.00 4.89
Sierra Club 2.60 -2.61 - -.02
Common Cause 3.35 .96 4,31
. "NAACP 3,57 .62 f
Row 2.56 - .23 ; - 2.33
NRA 1.81 2.49 4,28
" Moral Majority .04 1.40 1.43
‘ _ Jewish Defense -2.59 -2.28 -4.87
- League ' *
L]
¢ *  Communists - .85 -1.72 -2.58
| KKK ~5.37 - .6 v -5.80
. Nazis -7.00 -1.16 -8.17

1Character 1s the sum of the four (standard1zed) character
> 1nd1cators——evaluat1on + 1egal1ty + viability + stab111ty.

-

‘2prominence is the “sum of the three (standard1zed) prcm1nence
1nd1cators——art1cle length + artlcle position + group position,

3Media treatment = charactetr + prominence:

%
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Table® 18. Unstandardized means (and standard.deviations) -for
/ independent varlables, N=37. o . -
~ Deviance
Group Idéology Similar Change Close Index
Most C1.36.  2.44 1.97  2.66 2.11
Americans!  ( .48)  ( .60)  (.33) _( .48)  ( .58)
- * LEAGUE.OF ’ 1.40 1.77 1.94 2.48 -~ 1,90
: WOMEN VOTERS ( .57)  ( .56)  ( .52)  ( .74)  ( i43) L
b7
Democrats 1.56 1.81 2.17 2.65 . 2.05
( .58)  (.53)  (.a7)  ( .64) ( .32)
. Editors .  1.64 2.19 - 2.30 2.00 2.03
(.59 (.59)  (.50) (.71 ( .29)
o People in your 1,73 1.77 2.02 2.64 2.04
- ommunity |, (.52)  (.57) .7 (.35)  (.59)  (.42)
- Republicans  .1.94 1.90 "1.94 3,08 -, 2.21 ~
. e ( .48) (¢ .47) (.52). €.71) _ (.32)
SIERRA CLUB  1.96 2.44 2.54 2.6 2,35
.o (.54) . -C .58) ( .50) ( .82)  .39)
! COMMON CAUSE  2.00 2.23 2.60 2.56 2.35
, ( .65) ( .56) 3( .49) ( .85) ( .41)
} NAACP 2.21 2.564 2.83 2.77 " 2.59 . -
. ey (Cle2) (.48 (.66) (.38 . T,
. NOW 2.0 2.67 3.08 2.75 275 .
. (.58) ( .66) (.50 (.91)  (.51)
NRA 3.00 2.79 2.2 3.81  2.95
. (.62) ( .65) ( .99) ( .49) - ( .52)
MORAL MAJORITY 3.15 2.81 3415 .3.79  ° 3.22 ,
(C.50) .57y (.62)  (.66)  (.40)
e JEWISH DEFENSE 3.25 - 3.56 3.33 3.71 3.46 .
3 LEAGUE | ( .84) - ( .58) . ( .69) ( .50) = ( .50)
) %,
~ COMMUNISTS, 3.75 3.96, 3.98 394 3.91
‘ Cish o a0 Caw o Chae) Cab
RKK 3.96  3.92 3.92 L4.00 3.95
\ (.200  C.28)v (.35 C.00)  (.13)

‘ NAZIS = . 3.98 4.00 - 3.96 4.0 3.98 :
: . (.14 - (.00 (.32)° (.00)  (.09) :

&
t

NOTE: Scales range from 1.00 to 4.00. A high score denotes more
deviance, i.e., further from the center of the ideological scale, not
similar to mos't Americans, advocates extreme changes, not at all close..
to the respondent's personal beliefs. The deviance index was computed
by adding the mean responses to the four scales and dividing by 4.

lGroups in capital letters are the politicll -groups used in this

P : : groups :

study. Lower case entries are intended as reference points for the 11
groups in the study and may provide data for -a future study. N
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Table 19. Correlation coefficients among independent viriable
scales and .the deviance index. N=57. o N e
CORRELATION ' . .
COEFFICIENTS Ideology Similar Change Close Deviance Index
Ideology - .97 .87 .95 .99
Similat -- .92 .87 .98
Change ‘ - 7 .7 .92 -
Close . ) ) - .92
Deviance Index -
K 4
¢ . \ *
/ -
° * : ”
N ' . Lo
»
x -
. ’83%«
Q\ ) Ay
' / Bl -
, 641
’ +8 ‘-— .
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Tahfé 20. Polynomial "analysis of EVALUATION, LEGALITY,, VIABILITY,
and STABILITY on ideology (top) and deviance (bottom). N=11,
Dependent IDEOLOGY IDEOLOGYZ RZ 1R?
variables standardized standardized - .
R
EVALUATION .
linear - .81¢ - .65 v
quadratic < 1.70, -2.52 | .76 .10 S
LEGALITY - S .
linear - .89¢* .80¢%* -
SRS quadratic 1.46 -2.37P .89¢* 09 .o
- ,, 1 ,
VIABILITY .
_linear - ,78¢ < .61¢
- ' quadratic 3.14P -3.95¢ .86C%  ,25€
9 -
STABILITY S .
linear - .52 27
« quadratic 1.93 -2.46 .37 10
Dependent  DEVIANCE DEVIANCEZ - RZ -+ IRZ
variables standardized standardized .
N Bl Bz
EVALUATION .
linea - .81¢ .65¢
quhqfitic 1.96 . -2.78 .72¢ .07
LEGALITY ,
linear - .91C% .83C%
_quadratic 1557 -2.49°8 .89%% 063 °
VIABILITY
linear - - .82 ) .68¢
quadratic 4,04P -4.88¢ .89C* .22¢
STABILITY ‘ , ’
linear - .50 .25
quadratic 1.80% -2.31 .30 .05
ap<.l0 bp< .05 cp< .ol

*Exceeds Dfaperﬁand'Smith's (1981) criterion of having an ’ -

F-ratio- "at.:least four or fi

The "usual"™"p

ercentage” point used was alpha

.05.

ve times the usual 'percentage point." .




Table 21, Polynomial analySLS of LENGTH, ARTICLE POSITION, and
GROUP POSITION ON 1deology (top) and deviance (bottom). N=l1.

v
Ry “ *
Dependent- IDEOLOGY IDEOLOGY? r2 IR2
variables standardizgd standardized
. ‘Bl- . Bg .
LENGTH g :

s 1inear - - .52 R .27 v
~ quadratic 1.50 -2.04 .33 .07 \
ARTICLE POSITION < ) :
linear . = 5l . .26

quadratic ~2.,07+ 1.57 .30 04
R
GROUP POSITION- - .
linear .29 . .09
- . quadratic . =1.13 1.44 .12 .03
, v/ ’ ) .
. - Dependent  DEVIANCE - DEVIANCE? RZ IR?
, variables standardized standardized c
B - By By
. ™~
i - TERGIH ,
: linear * - .61P 370
quadratic  2.13 /// 2,75 4 | o7
> f L A . N , . o
A#%ICLE POSITION ‘ : ’
'S linear - .532 ,.288
p quadratic  -2.69 2.17 .32 .04 .
GROUP POSITION -
. linear co21 .07 :
, quadratic  -1.12 ' 1.39 .09 .02

ap < .10 bp<.05°  Cp<.d .
- *Exceeds Draper and Smith's (1981) criterion of having an
F-ratio "at least four or five times the usual percentage poxnt.

The "usual" percentage point used was alpha = .05.

s g ke . .o
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Table 22. Polynomlal analySLS of CHARACTER, PROMINENCE, and MEDIA

" TREATMENT on Ldeology (top) and dev1anee (bottonﬂ N 11 ~
s~ .

A " ) . °
Dependent. IDEOLOGY IDEOLOGYZ r2 1R2 )
variables _ standardized standardized :

“ Bl Bz ‘. -~ 1 .
CHARACTER " - '
linear - .84C% | L716*
quadratic 2.32b =3.19P 87 .16P
* PROMINENCE :
linear - .39 ‘.15
quadratic - .91 .52 .16 .01 .
. ) JE
MEDIA TREATMENT . e
linear - .80°¢ . - .64 .
quadraticl 1:40 -2,22 . .72¢ :08 e
Dependent ~ DEVIANCE DEVIANCEZ R2 1R2
* variables standardized standardized S .
. . B) By L
s \4 N
\ CHARACTER. - - -
linear - .85%%* > J72C% _
- quadratic  2.60 -3.47P .83¢+ ,11b ‘
‘ ‘ L3
PROMINENCE ‘
linear- - .46 .22
quadratic - .90 44 .22 .00-
b
4
‘ MEDIA TREATMENT N
linear - .845* ) L71C6%
7 : quadratic 1.65 ) 25.50 - .76¢ 7,05 . .
- L _ i :
ap < .10 - bM< 05 ¢ p < .01 L -
. - >

Exceeds Draper and Smith's (1981) criterion of having an
F-ratio "at least four or five times, the usual percentage point."

The "usual’ percentage point used was alpha = .05.
(0!‘1 .
‘- u ‘ *
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Figure 2. Plot of group LEGALITY scores by group. deviance.
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Linear equation: Y= ~.91Xx = .91 ] .
. ° Fp: 43.86%¢ ‘df=1,9 J
. 'Quadrﬁtic equat{on: y= " 1.57X -° 2.49%2 - 91
‘Fp * ( 1.,561)  3.936 df=1,8
i ‘ . )
. he . 5.
. ap«<.l CC = Common Cause’ : MM = Moral Majority ad
b p < .05 CP = Communist Party NAACP = Nat'l Assn. for the Advance-
’ . ¢ p<.0l1 JDL = Jewigh Defense ment of golored People
S ‘ . ®  League NAZI = Nazis » >. ¥
- KKK = Ku Klux Klan] NOW = Nat'l Org. for Women
. ‘ LWV = League of NRA = Nat'l Rifle Assn.
. Women, Voters s¢ = Sierra Club
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Figure 3. Plot of group VIABILITY scores by group deviance. . .
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> Linear equation: Y= - .82%X - .25 s -
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Quadratic equation: Y = 4.04X - 4.8$X2 + 14
.- Fp* . +(11.231%)  16.434¢. df=1,8
. i ' .
. €
ap< .1 CC = Common Cause MM = Moral Majority )
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Figure 4. Plot“of group ARTICLE LENGTH scores by group deviance. ' . -
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Figure 5. Plot 'of group ARTICLE‘POSITION scores by group deviance.
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Figure 6. Plot of group CHARACTER scores by group deviance.
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